
AC Milan vs Juventus

ITA-Serie A - season 2526

Final score: 0-0

Match structural snapshot

Team Health Flow Efficiency Defense

AC Milan 0.722 0.551 0.677 0.724

Juventus 0.637 0.472 0.526 0.622

Gap (AC Milan - Juventus) 0.085 0.079 0.151 0.102

Coach debrief

1. CORE STRUCTURAL COLLISION

Milan imposed the stronger structure in initiation space and carried the cleaner transition into 

progression space. Juventus did not fully lose territorial access, but they failed to stabilize the next 

phase often enough. The difference was not large in volume terms. It was in structural retention 

after access.

Milan’s edge came from better defensive consequence and slightly better phase connection. Their 

structure controlled more of the match’s attacking continuity even without producing decisive 

finalization. Juventus reached advanced zones, especially on the left-sided route into the left half-

space, but their finalization space was unstable. The issue was not only chance creation. It was 

structural attacking breakdown after entry: 83 final-third passes with negative final-third net value. 

That is access without retention.

Juventus still disrupted rhythm and prevented Milan from building sustained attacking density. 

That kept the game level. But their own stronger moments were isolated superiority rather than 

repeatable continuity. Milan, by contrast, built more coherent sequences, even if they lacked 

enough end-phase superation to turn control into goals.

The decisive collision sat here:

• Milan held the stronger structure in defensive third and midfield central zones

• Juventus circulated into advanced zones more often than they sustained value there

• Milan’s defensive work reduced opponent rhythm more consistently

• Juventus’ defensive activity often delayed Milan rather than suppressing the sequence fully

So the stronger side controlled continuity and defensive consequence, but not finalization. The 

weaker side disrupted rhythm, accessed zones, but did not build sustained progression after 

resistance.



2. PROGRESSION AND BLOCKED ROUTES

AC Milan

Milan’s progression was more varied and had higher value per route, but not high frequency. Their 

main useful routes were:

• central corridor → progression → left corridor

• central corridor → progression → left half-space

• central corridor → progression → right half-space

• left half-space → progression → right corridor

The most important point is that Milan did not rely on one single corridor pattern. They used 

multiple entry lanes with moderate value, which indicates a broader route menu in progression 

space. That gave them more structural flexibility than Juventus.

The highest-value direct entries came from longer release actions:

• Mike Maignan → Niclas Füllkrug into left half-space

• Mike Maignan → Rafael Leão into right half-space

• left half-space starts that switched toward the right corridor

These actions suggest Milan used direct progression as a valid response to resistance rather than 

as random clearance. Under the 5-pass rule, this matters: some of those sequences preserved or 

improved positional value after pressure, so they count as functional incisiveness, not structural 

inefficiency.

What limited Milan was the sequence after entry. They reached the final third through several 

routes, but the support chain often stalled before full sequence completion:

Continuity Support → Fixation Support → Rupture Support → Superation Support → Progression 

Support

Present:

• Continuity Support from Tomori, Modric, Saelemaekers

• Security Support from Maignan and deeper circulation

• some Fixation Support from Füllkrug and Leão in direct receptions

• occasional Progression Support from Rabiot and Fofana

Missing or weak:

• repeated Rupture Support after first access

• consistent Third-Man Support near the ball after pressure

• enough Superation Support in final-third density

That is why Milan’s route diversity produced control but not finish. They arrived, but did not 

consistently protect the next phase.

There was also a sterile loop on some left-sided and central resets: left half-space progression → 

resistance → backward escape → defensive third left half-space → reset

This happened after resistance in midfield left half-space and right half-space. So Milan’s progres

sion was not universally stable. When the first forward access was blocked, they often fell back 

into safer circulation rather than regenerating the attack with third-man support.

Juventus



Juventus advanced mainly through left-sided and left half-space routes:

• central corridor → progression → left half-space

• left half-space → progression → left half-space

• left corridor → progression → left half-space

• occasional right corridor/right half-space → progression → central corridor

The progression route was clear: left-sided access through Kelly and Cambiaso, with Locatelli 

as the central connector. Frequency was acceptable. Value was modest. The problem was route 

dependence combined with route sterility after entry.

Juventus’ progression broke mostly after final-third entry, not before. Their progression route got 

them there, but the next five-pass window often reduced value instead of stabilizing it. That is the 

main attacking diagnosis.

The most damaging post-resistance pattern came from:

• midfield central zone resistance → lateral escape → attacking third right side

• strong negative value in the 5-pass window

So even when Juventus escaped pressure, the reaction often moved the ball into a zone without 

enough structural backing. This is misuse of Progression Support without prior support density. 

They changed territory, but not in a way that protected the sequence.

Role diagnosis for Juventus:

Present:

• Continuity Support from Locatelli

• Security Support from Kelly and Bremer in rest circulation

• some Progression Support through Cambiaso and Conceição

• occasional Fixation Support on the left route

Missing or weak:

• stable Third-Man Support around Locatelli

• enough Rupture Support after left-sided access

• reliable Superation Support in finalization space

• balanced support on the far side after circulation

Overused:

• Continuity Support into left-sided recirculation

• left-route progression without enough structural variation

Juventus circulated enough to appear present in the game, but circulation and real progression 

separated sharply. Their final-third occupation had low structural value.

3. DEFENSIVE ACTIONS AND REACTION

AC Milan defensive behavior

The clearest defensive control came in:

• defensive third central zone → defensive action → opponent recirculation/neutral reaction → loss 

of rhythm



This was Milan’s strongest suppressive zone. Juventus were repeatedly pushed into rhythm loss 

there, and the opponent xT effect was negative or near zero. That means Milan’s central defensive 

interventions were not just active; they had defensive effect.

Another important distinction:

• defensive third right side → defensive action → opponent recirculation → loss of rhythm

Here the consequence was less clean. Juventus still produced positive xT despite recirculation. 

So the pressure redirected the sequence but did not kill it. Milan’s right-sided defensive activity 

created delay, not full suppression.

Structural reading:

• trigger timing in central zones was good

• coverage behind pressure was stronger centrally than wide

• second action around central interventions was more stable than in the outer corridors

Milan therefore defended best when the game was forced into central compression near their 

own defensive third. That is where Security Support and second-action behavior protected the 

structure.

Juventus defensive behavior

Juventus pressed higher, but the effect was weaker than the action count suggests.

Main pattern:

• attacking third central zone → defensive action → neutral reaction → limited impact

• attacking third left half-space → defensive action → neutral reaction → limited impact

This is high defensive activity without consistent suppression. Milan often stayed functionally 

alive after the intervention. The pressure created disturbance, but not enough structural attacking 

breakdown in the next five passes.

There was some useful midfield effect:

• midfield central zone → defensive action → opponent recirculation → loss of rhythm

But even there Milan retained positive xT in the broader sequence. So Juventus often forced 

recirculation without truly reducing positional value. That is defensive volume without full control.

Weaknesses in Juventus’ defensive structure:

• trigger timing high up did not consistently connect with support behind pressure

• compactness around the intervention was not strong enough to absorb second action

• corridor balance after first pressure was incomplete, allowing Milan to escape toward other 

corridors

This is why Milan could use direct progression from Maignan or Tomori as a valid resistance 

solution. Juventus pressed, but the support net behind the press did not always close the escape.

4. NETWORK STRUCTURE

AC Milan

The structurally decisive references were not the highest-volume players alone. Milan’s network 

split into two functions:



1. players preserving circulation 2. players creating actual phase connection

Matteo Gabbia had the highest centrality, but his authority was more about circulation presence 

than structural advancement. The negative return on several passes toward him confirms that 

centrality volume did not equal progression authority. He functioned more as Security Support 

than as progression organizer.

The more meaningful progression references were:

• Fikayo Tomori as mixed Continuity Support / Progression Support

• Luka Modric as Continuity Support / Third-Man Support

• Alexis Saelemaekers as connective Third-Man Support / Progression Support

• Adrien Rabiot as Progression Support between lines

• Mike Maignan as direct-release Security Support / Progression Support

Tomori was especially important because his forward actions toward Füllkrug carried strong value. 

That connection matters not because of the pass itself, but because it often improved the next 

phase. It gave Milan a route from initiation space into advanced occupation with immediate 

fixation potential.

Saelemaekers had high load centrality, which fits his role as an intermediary support piece. He 

sustained phase connection more than he dominated territory himself. When he connected with 

Fofana or recycled through Tomori, Milan stayed alive. When his actions went backward into 

Gabbia, the sequence often lost value. So his role was useful, but sensitive to direction and support 

timing.

Milan’s network diagnosis:

• stable enough to avoid dependence on one single hub

• strongest when Tomori, Modric, and Saelemaekers linked phases

• weaker when circulation collapsed into Gabbia-led reset patterns

• late-sequence support in finalization space was insufficient

Juventus

Juventus had clearer hub dependence.

Main references:

• Manuel Locatelli as central Continuity Support

• Lloyd Kelly as left-sided Security Support / Progression Support

• Pierre Kalulu and Bremer as circulation anchors

• limited support around these hubs in the next phase

Locatelli’s centrality was real, but it did not consistently translate into structural authority in 

advanced progression. He organized access between phases, yet the support around him was 

often incomplete. This is a case of central reference improving circulation more than sustained 

progression.

Kelly was a major route organizer on the left side. The issue was not his involvement itself. It was 

what came after. Too many left-sided sequences returned low value in the next phase, especially 

when the ball went back across the line or when the support chain lacked rupture.

The goalkeeper and central defenders had several high positive edges in one direction and severe 

negative edges in the other. That split indicates unstable initiation outcomes. Juventus could 

sometimes use deep circulation to move the block, but when Di Gregorio became the forced 



restart under pressure, the next five-pass window often degraded territory. So the problem was 

not simply passing backward. It was forced restart without stable progression support ahead.

Juventus network diagnosis:

• stronger dependency on Locatelli and Kelly

• weaker intermediary support around central progression

• overloaded left route

• insufficient late-sequence support after access

• right-sided links existed, but mostly as variation rather than stable structure

If Locatelli was pressed or if left-sided access was delayed, Juventus struggled to regenerate the 

sequence with Third-Man Support.

5. WHY THE MATCH TILTED

1. Milan controlled more of the useful continuity without converting it

Milan had the stronger structure in initiation and progression space. Their routes were more varied 

and their defensive consequence was stronger. But they lacked enough Rupture Support and 

Superation Support after final-third entry. The match did not tilt fully toward them because control 

stopped short of decisive finalization.

2. Juventus reached the final third without sustaining value there

This was the biggest attacking limitation in the match. Juventus had 83 final-third passes and still 

returned negative final-third net value. That is not a finishing issue alone. It is structural attacking 

breakdown after entry. They accessed zones, but the next phase lacked fixation quality, third-man 

support, and post-resistance retention.

3. Milan’s central defensive work suppressed rhythm better than Juventus’ high 

pressure

Milan’s defensive third central interventions repeatedly forced rhythm loss and recirculation with 

low or negative opponent value. Juventus’ higher defensive actions produced activity, but often 

only delayed Milan. One team’s defensive work killed sequences more often; the other team’s 

defensive work disturbed them.

4. Juventus’ left-route dependence accumulated small losses

Not one catastrophic failure. Repeated small degradations. Left-sided progression appeared often, 

but the structural return was limited. That accumulation prevented sustained attacking continuity 

and kept the match from turning into territorial control for Juventus.

So the match tilted through accumulated small advantages for Milan in structure and defensive 

consequence, but those advantages were not large enough in finalization space to separate the 

scoreline.

6. CORRECTIVE IMPLICATIONS

AC Milan

Preserve



• multi-route progression from central corridor into both half-spaces and outer corridors

• Tomori as Continuity Support / Progression Support

• Modric and Saelemaekers as connective references in progression space

• direct goalkeeper release when pressure lacks coverage behind it

• central defensive compactness in defensive third

Correct

• too many sequences stop after first final-third access

• Fixation Support exists intermittently, but the next action lacks Rupture Support

• Third-Man Support around the receiver is too weak after entry

• backward resets into Gabbia reduce positional value and trap the team in sterile circulation

Priority

• improve support around first final-third receiver

That means one main correction: after entry into left half-space, right half-space, or outer corridor, 

the next line must provide immediate Third-Man Support and Rupture Support. Without that, Milan 

will keep producing access without sustained attacking continuity.

Reduce

• reset patterns that return the ball to deep central circulation without re-entry design

• overuse of safe support toward Gabbia when the structure is already advanced

Reinforce

• Füllkrug as Fixation Support

• Leão as Superation Support

• nearby third-man connection around those references

Juventus

Preserve

• left-sided route organization through Kelly and Cambiaso

• Locatelli as central Continuity Support

• ability to reach final-third zones through multiple starting corridors

• moments of high resistance escape in advanced left half-space

Correct

• final-third occupation is not protected by the next sequence

• left-route progression is overused relative to its value

• central access lacks sufficient Third-Man Support

• Progression Support often arrives before proper fixation and rupture

• high pressure lacks enough support behind intervention to suppress the next phase

Priority

• rebuild the support chain after final-third entry



One main correction only: once Juventus enter the final third, the next five-pass window must be 

organized around Fixation Support → Third-Man Support → Rupture Support. At the moment they 

enter and then flatten the sequence. That is the central structural break.

Reduce

• left-sided recirculation that repeats without changing defensive reference

• forced goalkeeper restart under pressure without prepared progression support

• high pressing actions that are not backed by compact second-action coverage

Reinforce

• closer support around Locatelli in progression space

• far-side occupation to stop left-route dependence

• second-action coverage behind attacking-third pressure

Structural charts

AC Milan — Corridor progression

Figure 1: AC Milan — Corridor progression



Juventus — Corridor progression

Figure 2: Juventus — Corridor progression

AC Milan — Defense vs reaction

Figure 3: AC Milan — Defense vs reaction



Juventus — Defense vs reaction

Figure 4: Juventus — Defense vs reaction

AC Milan — Passing network on pitch

Figure 5: AC Milan — Passing network on pitch



Juventus — Passing network on pitch

Figure 6: Juventus — Passing network on pitch


	Match structural snapshot
	Coach debrief
	Structural charts
	AC Milan — Corridor progression
	Juventus — Corridor progression
	AC Milan — Defense vs reaction
	Juventus — Defense vs reaction
	AC Milan — Passing network on pitch
	Juventus — Passing network on pitch


